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The East Fork Coquille analysis area is one of seven REO 5th field watersheds comprising the
Coquille River Basin.  BLM manages 45,448 ac. (53%) of the total 85,785 ac. in the analysis
area, while the Coquille Forest comprises 1,367 ac. (1.6%).  The remainder is owned by timber
companies and private residents.  Approximately 21% of BLM lands are in the Matrix land use
allocation, either General Forest Management Areas (GFMA) or Connectivity (CONN).  The
remainder is Late-Successional (LSR), Marbled Murrelet (MMR), and Riparian (RR) Reserves. 
Management of private forest lands generally is for commercial timber products and
agriculture/grazing occurs on alluvial terraces adjacent to the mainstem river and its tributaries.

The analysis area is within the Oregon Coast Range, near its southern boundary (with the
Klamath Mountains).  Bedrock exposures include marine sedimentary and volcanic formations. 
The climate is typical for the Southern Oregon Coast.  Soils have formed from weathering of
(mainly) sedimentary parent rock.  The most outstanding variation soils display is their effect on
water turbidity, which is based on differences in parent material.

EROSION
The dominant erosional process has been mass wasting (landslides).  Landslide occurrence
rates are related to underlying geologic formation.  Landslides occur disproportionately on land
underlain by Tyee and Flournoy formations, which comprise KKKK25% of the watershed.

Management objectives include limiting soil compaction, surface erosion, and degradation of
organic matter components.  Compacted areas from roads on BLM lands amount to 1.19% of
the land base.  Compacted surfaces from timber harvest was estimated to be between three
and five percent of the total watershed.

There is a strong correspondence between extremely steep landforms and landslide locations,
with nearly bbbb of recorded landslides originated on slopes steeper than 65%, which account for
only 18% of the watershed acreage.

HYDROLOGY
Hydrologic conditions include rapid runoff because of shallow soil, limited soil water storage,
and bedrock units resistant to groundwater accumulation.  Flow volumes are typical of Coast
Range streams.  Peak flows depend on the occurrence of frontal storms.  Snow can accumulate
temporarily in higher elevations, and when warm rain events (Chinooks) melt snow rapidly,
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peak flows can be increased.  Upper East Fork Coquille, Camas Creek and Brummit Creek
subwatersheds are most susceptible to this phenomenon.  These subwatersheds comprise
KKKK50% of the watershed.  Streams have very low summer flow and require in-channel water
storage for maintenance of aquatic life.

STREAM CHANNEL
The objective for stream channels is to meet or exceed the ODFW (1994) criteria for "good"
habitat with respect to all parameters in all fish-bearing reaches, as verified by aquatic habitat
surveys.

Delivery of sediments and other materials from debris avalanches and rapid debris flows are
the primary mechanisms for channel recruitment of sediment and high stream turbidities. 
Upper East Fork Coquille drainage has the highest sediment transfer hazard risk because of
high drainage density, relief, and runoff (including rain-on-snow).

Bank erosion is the second most important source of sediment and stream turbidity. 
Throughout the Roseburg and Lookingglass geologic formations, (Elk, Weekly, Yankee Run,
and Steel Creeks) fine sediments are available in the streambanks.  Although most streambeds
are adequately armored, fine bank material can be accessed at annual high flows or greater, or
where there is lateral migration of the channel, bank collapse, and bank undercutting. 

First to third Order streams in Brummit Creek and Brewster Canyon subwatersheds show the
highest evidence of torrents (in-channel rapid debris flows) and road failure at channel
intersections.

Roads also have confined streams to narrower channels, thereby increasing velocities and
simplifying the hydrological characteristics within the channels (China Creek for example). 
Both natural and human-related fires and landslides have also modified riparian and stream
channel characteristics dramatically.  The vast majority of roads are asphalt surfaced, therefore
sedimentation from roads is not a major concern.

WATER QUALITY
Prior timber harvest in riparian areas has subjected streams to diminished long-term large wood
input throughout the analysis area.  Increased human activities which reduce shade (timber
harvest and agriculture) have caused temperature increases on the mainstem river.  Roads
constructed directly adjacent to streams have compounded the problem by converting riparian
areas to younger seral or disturbance habitats, and increasing sediment delivery to streams. 
Sediment delivery and mobilization of sediments, primarily from banks, by high flows also is a
problem in some areas.  Roads traversing Riparian Reserves (like portions of the Coos Bay
Wagon Road) where there is no surfacing, or where roads are improperly maintained,
contribute sediment to streams, which impairs water quality.  Water clarity returns within four
days after a major storm.

Temperatures in the East Fork Coquille mainstem strongly increase in a downstream direction. 
The mainstem (from the mouth to the headwaters) currently is on ODEQ's 1994/96 303(d) list of
water quality limited streams for exceeding the South Coast Basin temperature standard. 
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However, based on BLM temperature monitoring in 1997, ODEQ is recommending de-listing
the river from Lost Creek to the headwaters.  Summary data shows summer temperatures in the
upper watershed above Camas Creek meet the temperature standard.  ODEQ ambient stream
monitoring shows fecal coliform levels not exceeding basin criteria for all samples (ODEQ
1994).  Beneficial uses, including water contact recreation, are fully supported.  This office is
conducting a Water Quality Assessment and creating a Water Quality Management Plan for
BLM lands in the watershed.

VEGETATION
The analysis area is in the Port-Orford-cedar variant of the western hemlock zone (Franklin and
Dyrness 1973).  The watershed is at the transition point of the Port-Orford-cedar variant to the
wider ranging western hemlock zone.  POC root rot disease is found in scattered locations
throughout the area, however, the majority (79%) of the watershed can be categorized as a ‘low
risk’ for further infection.  

At present, 52% of the analysis area is comprised of young stands (@@@@40 years of age).  ‘Pole-
timber’ (41-80 years) and late-successional forests (>80 years) each make up 22% of the
forested area, while old-growth forests (201+ years) comprise 12%.  Age class distribution on
all federal lands mirrors that in the Reserve areas.  

The oldest remaining naturally-developed stands are concentrated in the Brummit Creek
subwatershed.  Brewster Canyon, Camas Creek, and Upper East Fork Coquille subwatersheds
also contain older naturally-developed stands.  Younger stands (AAAA120 years old), naturally-
developed after fires in the early- and mid-1800s, exist throughout the watershed.  Unharvested
stands greater than 161 years old are found solely on BLM lands.

AQUATIC HABITAT & SPECIES 
Generally, there are adequate numbers of pools well distributed throughout the surveyed
portions of East Fork Coquille tributaries.  Most reaches which rated poor with respect to the
pool area and/or pool frequency benchmarks are Rosgen type A or Aa+ channels, where pools
typically are not well represented due to the steep gradients.  With the exception of Steel Creek
and Camas Creek, the surveyed tributaries are in good condition with regard to width-to-depth
ratio.  However, Steel Creek and Camas Creek have incised to bedrock and subsequently have
widened through bank erosion.  The high width-to-depth ratios result from low summer flows
over bedrock substrates.  This condition also is typical of unconstrained reaches of the
mainstem river.  A high width-to-depth ratio is problematic, because the increase in surface
area renders the stream more susceptible to warming.  High stream temperatures are
determined to be a major limiting factor for summer rearing of juvenile salmonids.

There is an overabundance of fine sediments (silt, sand, and organic material) in riffles of
Weekly, Yankee Run, Dead Horse, and Knepper Creeks.  This problem is the result of
excessive fine-sediment delivery and/or a stream’s inability to adequately sort, store, and
transport fine sediments.

Weekly, Elk, Yankee Run, Hantz and lower Steel Creeks are deficient in the quantity and
quality of LWD present.  Large conifers (>20" DBH) generally are scarce in the associated
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riparian areas, and there is little current recruitment of large wood to streams in these
drainages, primarily due to the history of fire and logging, and the resultant young and maturing
stands.  Loss of complex pool habitat for over-wintering of juvenile salmonids is determined to
be a major limiting factor.

TERRESTRIAL AND RIPARIAN HABITAT & SPECIES
Current habitat conditions are generally characterized by hard edges (distinct contrast between
adjacent stands) and small patch sizes.  The majority of the analysis area (70%) supports
second growth plantations (@@@@60 years old).  Late-successional and old-growth patches are
found almost exclusively on BLM lands.  Currently 41% of BLM lands are in stands >80 years of
age (late-successional) which includes 24% that are >160 years of age.

Past management activities generally have changed the landscape patterns across the analysis
area.  Key habitats, such as late-successional and old-growth forests, and key habitat
components (snags/down logs and vegetative complexity) have been impacted by
fragmentation.  Thus, species of management concern have been exposed to more
environmental extremes. 

A total of 50 species of management concern (federally threatened/endangered species, BLM
sensitive species, Survey and Manage/Protection Buffer species, and species of local concern)
are known or suspected to occur in the analysis area.  There are at least 16 known occupied
marbled murrelet sites (no marbled murrelet surveys have been conducted in the LSR; all of
these were found in Matrix lands), and 15 sites of northern spotted owls (4 in Matrix, 11 in
reserves), as well as observations of bald eagle and peregrine falcon.

Past management actions most likely have altered species composition as well as habitats over
time.  Affects include:  fragmentation and loss or change of key habitat components, alteration
of disturbance regimes, disturbance or harassment during critical life functions, and the
introduction of exotic species.

Noxious weeds (scotch broom, french broom, and gorse) occur, but with few exceptions, are
scattered in relatively small (<200 individuals), isolated locations.  Other noxious weeds
(Canada thistle, Klamath weed, tansy ragwort, bull thistle) also are present, but are not in
sufficient numbers to be of management concern.  These are being managed through bio-
control efforts, or are not expected to increase in population.

HUMAN USES
Major human uses are timber production, hunting, fishing, dispersed recreation,
agriculture/grazing, and commercial and recreational travel.  The small communities of Dora
and Sitkum are located in the watershed along the mainstem.

Private timber companies are starting to harvest a second rotation from their forest lands.  This
document details prioritization of GFMA and CONN regeneration harvest units on BLM-
managed lands.
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Potential development of dispersed recreation and interpretive opportunities include the Coos
Bay Wagon Road and hiking trails.

There are three management priorities for the BLM road system; road closures, culvert repair or
replacement, and road maintenance.  The current open road density on BLM land is 3.93
mi/mi2.  Closure (through installation of physical barriers) of 71.8 mi. of roadway identified in
this document would result in a BLM open road density of 2.64 mi./mi2.  Based on hydrologic
risk analysis, 17 culverts (crossing 2nd order and greater streams) have been identified as
needing replacement.  However, more culverts may need to be replaced as total road surveys
are completed.  Five culverts were identified as fish passage barriers.  Five road segments
(totaling 6.41 mi.) have been identified for road drainage and surface improvements through the
TMO process.

RIPARIAN RESERVE EVALUATION
In accordance with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy (ACS), the analysis team evaluated
Riparian Reserves in the analysis area.  Species of concern and their habitats are identified
and their needs discussed.  Also identified are physical and biological values, potential natural
and human-caused hazards to those values and susceptibility from management activities in
these reserve lands.  

A main management focus is on intermittent streams.  The criteria used to define upper and
lower intermittent stream boundaries are discussed, as are those used to delineate final
riparian reserve boundaries along intermittent streams.  Based on this discussion, several
areas were identified where interim boundaries might be modified.  However, the team
concluded that site-specific analysis will be required in order to determine the suitability of a
given management action for implementation in a Riparian Reserve.  

RECOMMENDATIONS
The Recommendations section (VIII) completes the analysis by synthesizing results of all other
steps.  Recommendations link the Issues and Key Questions identified in Section II with
watershed processes identified in Sections III through VII.  Specific management
recommendations are detailed which respond to these watershed processes. 
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SECTION I 
INTRODUCTION

This report is a first iteration watershed analysis for the East Fork Coquille 5th Field
watershed, and is organized within reasonable conformity to the format described in the
Federal Guide for Watershed Analysis Ver. 2.2 (REO 1995).  

Watershed analysis is a major component of the ecosystem-based management strategy
mapped out in the Record of Decision for Amendments to Forest Service and Bureau of Land
Management Planning Documents within the Range of the Northern Spotted Owl (USDI
1995a). The stated purpose of watershed analyses is to develop and document a
scientifically-based understanding of the ecological structures, functions, processes, and
interactions occurring within a watershed, and to identify desired trends, conditions, data
gaps, and restoration opportunities.  The information, recommendations, and data gaps
documented in a watershed analysis are intended to be used to help plan land management
activities that are appropriate for the analysis area, support the NEPA process, and direct
future data collection efforts.  Watershed analysis was designed as an iterative process, with
reports being revised as additional information becomes available.

We are directed to take a “landscape level” view of the entire watershed in the Guide, although
federally-managed lands comprise a little over half of the land base.  The Guide directly
addresses inclusion of private land information into watershed analysis (REO 1995:11):

Even though the Federal watershed analysis process is in no way intended to regulate non-
Federal lands, analysis teams...wil l consider the interactions of various land ownerships in the
watershed.  Federal land management decisions based on the results of watershed analysis
need to consider conditions and activities on adjacent non-Federal lands, especially to
evaluate cumulative effects, as they affect public lands....Voluntary participation by non-
Federal landowners will enhance each team’s abil ity to...better understand the interactions of
various land ownerships in the watershed....In those instances where landowners do not
voluntarily choose to participate, publicly available information about topography, soils,
geology, hydrology, transportation systems, and vegetation may be available, for example,
through aerial photos, or state and local government records.

It is with this guidance in mind that we prepared this document.  Topics addressed which
included descriptions of non-federal land in the watershed are those mentioned in the
guidance above; soils, geology, hydrology, roads and vegetation.  Our methodology also
follows the Guide; we used publicly-available aerial photographs, soils, geology and
vegetation information to develop our characterizations.  Information gathered by direct
examination (in field visits) and specific recommendations were restricted to federally-
managed land. 
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